A recent paper by Russell concluded that sharp annual increases in the price of cigarettes should be an essential part of any programme aiming to reduce cigarette smoking by men in the United Kingdom. The present paper reports results of research indicating, however, that men in this country respond very little to changes in price of cigarettes but have been more influenced, albeit temporarily, by antismoking propaganda.
INTRODUCTION
In a recent paper Russell (1973) examined the effect of price on cigarette consumption and argued that there is 'a strong inverse linear relationship'. This conclusion has important implications for policy, and Russell suggested as a feasible method of smoking control an annual increase in the tax so as to raise the price of cigarettes by 10% a year. This conclusion is, however, quite different from that reached in work which is being carried out at the University of Essex and has been reported by Atkinson and Skegg (1973) . The results of this paper indicate that price does not have a significant effect on the consumption of cigarettes by men, which means that tax increases would be unlikely to provide an effective means of smoking control. The aim of this comment is to identify the differences between the two sets of results and to suggest that Russell may be taking an overoptimistic view of the effectiveness of tax increases.
The main differences between the analyses are:
(1) the time span (2) specification of the demand relationship (3) treatment of other antismoking influences (4) data. These differences are discussed in turn below. Table II ). There is, however, no reason to impose such restrictions, and the effect of rising incomes needs to be taken explicitly into account. 
( 4 8 On the other hand, he claims that 'there is no evidence from these data that the ban on cigarette advertising on television in August 1965 had any effect whatsoever'.
In view of the importance of these conclusions, a more systematic treatment seems very desirable. It is possible that the correlation between the movements in the price series and the variables reflecting other antismoking influences leads to a biassed estimate of the price elasticity from equations such as those shown in lines (a), (b), and (c). Line (d) shows the effect of incorporating a dummy variable for the post-1962 period as a crude indicator of the effect of the report on reducing demand once and for all. The coefficient is significant at the 1 % level Table. The second difference concerns the price variable. Russell used the price of 20 standard plain cigarettes, but he recognized that it would have been preferable to use an index which took account of the shift towards filter and small-sized cigarettes (see pp. 1 and 3 of the article). In our paper we followed Sumner (1971) in using the implicit price deflator from expenditure data, which should in theory * Using the estimated equation to predict the level of consumption in 1971 suggests that the report reduced consumption in that year by 9%.
allow for the effect of this shift. As can be seen from line (h) of the Our aim is not to argue that Russell's results are necessarily wrong but rather to suggest that they are far from conclusive. In view of the importance of the subject it is to be hoped that further work will be carried out in this area. This work should consider, among other aspects, the dynamic specification, habit effects, and lagged adjustments to price and other changes, the role of advertising, and the relationship between time-series and crosssection data. t A further factor taken into account in this equation is the misspecification involved in the use of a general price index ir which includes the price of cigarettes. As is shown by Sumner (1971) . this leads to the estimate of the price elasticity being biassed upwards in equations such as those presented by Russell.
It should be emphasized at this point that we are concerned only with men; the results obtained by Atkinson and Skegg (1973) 
